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Source of variation Degree of Seed yield Biological yield Harvest index Oil yield
freedom
Replications 2 18414.04** 22299589.18 ™ 24%% 240200.04 "™
Planting distance 1 2350834.7%* 712619.01* 253.12** 515281.6%*
Weeding treatments 1 2591673.9%* 1891144.89%* 276.67** 474149 2%*
Contrast 1 ke ke ok ok
2137622.72 3818466.12 91.125 164833.6
Interaction effects n 130384.6** 431200.8** 6.034** 14780.7%*
Experimental error 46 9023.32 143008.02 0 0.039
Correlation variation - 4.09 4.87 0 0.02
Ns*,** no significant and significant at 5 and 1% levels, contrast=treatment vs competition
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Figure 1- Harvest indices of canola in weed infesteand weed free treatments at 15 and 30 centimetptanting distances. (Vc= cotyledon
stage, V2= 2 leaf stage, v4= 4 leaf stage, v8= &flstage, F= flowering stage, and C= harvesting gia)
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Figure 2- Oil yield comparison of weed free and wekinfested rapeseed at 15 and 30 cm planting distees. (Vc= cotyledon stage, V2= 2 leaf
stage, v4= 4 leaf stage, v8= 8 leaf stage, F= floing stage, and C= harvesting stage)
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Table 2-Mean comparison of canola yield characteristics edifferent planting distance and weedinc

Characteristics Seed yield (kg/h Biological yield Harvest Oil yield (kg/h) Oil percentage
/treatments (kg/h) index
Planting distance
Al:15cm 2141b 7569.5b 27.1b 855.5b 42.6a
A2:30 cm 25024 a 78584 a 309a 1045.7 a 42.7a
Weed treatments
Bl:weed free up to 1361.3 9 7042 ¢ 19.5]j 588.5 k 43a
germination (Vc)
B2:wf up to 2 leaf stage (V2) 2200.1d 83835a 24h 7635i 42.5a
B3:wf up to 4 leaf stage (V4) 2526 ¢ 7941.7 &b 3le 973 ¢ 42.83a
B4:wf up to 8 leaf stage (V8) 2834.1b 8017.5 ab 34d 11985¢€ 42.33a
B5:wf up to flowering (F) 2996.6 ab 82435a 36b 12855b 42.5a
B6:Control (weed free) (C) 3046 a 8307.5a 365a 12985 a 42.66a
B7:weed infested up to germination (\Vc) 2951 ab 8271a 35¢c 12475c¢c 42.33a
B8:wi up to 2 leaf stage (V2) 2830.1b 7910.5 &b 35¢c 1209.5d 42.83a
B9:wi up to 4 leaf stage (V4) 2374.1 cd 7863.5 ab 305f 10245 f 43.16a
B10:wi up to 8 leaf stage (V8) 19545e 7281 bc 289 8335h 42.83a
B11:wi up to flowering (F) 15745f 69725c¢c 205i 657.5] 42.83a
B12:Control (weed infested) © 131159 6873.5¢c 185k 561.51 42.83a
Numbers followed by the same lettersin a column show no significantly different (p<%5, Toky,s test)
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Table 3- The estimated coefficients for Gomprtz ecation based on days after planting at 15 and 30 cplanting distances.

- Correlation
Coefficient B K coefficient
Estimated amount of variables in 15 cm planting 100.2717 0.771708 0.030287 0.96
distance
Estimated amount of variables in 30 cm planting 0.0240827 0.9815565 104.6414 0.97

distance

Y= Yidd(%compare to weed free control), A= Maximum Yield(% compare to weed free control), T= Duration of weed control after planting

B,K=constant values
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Table 4- The estimated coefficients for Logistic agtion based on days after planting at 15 and 30 cplanting distances.

Coefficient F K D X Corre!a_non
coefficient

Estimated amount of variables in 15 cm planting 1.664311 0.074152 2.502430 63.20 0.97

distance

Estimated amount of variables in 30 cm planting 1.826187 0.042506 2.193853 90.86 0.97

distance

Y=Yield, T= Competition duration with weeds after planting (day), X=Turning point (days) D, X.F= Constant values
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Comparison of Critical Period of Weed Control in Two Planting Distances on
Yield of Canola (Brassica hapusL.)

Jafar Asghari*, Marjan K hoshnam®, Mohammad Rabiei?

*Department of Agronomy and Pant breeding University of Guilan, 2 Rice Research Institute of Iran
Abstract

To determine the critical period of weed control of two planting distances on canola yield, a factorial design with 3
replications was conducted using Hayola 401 variety, in paddy field of Rice Research Institute of Iran (RRII) in
Rasht, during cropping season of 2006. Planting distances (15 and 30 cm) and hand weedings (12 treatments in two
sets) were the two factors of the experiment. The hand weeding treatments were in two sets, the first set was weed
free periods including cotyledon stage, O, 2, 4, 8 leaf stages and flowering stage. The second set of hand weeding
treatments was weed infested periods including cotyledon stage, 0, 2, 4, 8 leaf stages and flowering stage. The two
sets of hand weeding treatments were fitted to Logistic and Gompertz functions to determine the critical period of
weed control in this plant. Results showed that the effect of planting distances of canola, treatments of weeding,
among weeded and unweeded treatments, and their interactions were significant on grain yield, biological yields, oil
production and harvest index. There were significant differences between weed infested and weed free treatment in
oil yield, grain and biological yields in each planting distances. The 30 cm planting distances had significantly
higher grain yield (2502.4 kg/h) than 15 cm planting distances (2141 kg/h). The critical period of weed control for
15 cm distance was between 27 and 85 days after planting (DAP) (emergence to 10-leaf stage), and between 35 to
64 DAP (2-6 leaf stages), using 10 and 5% acceptable yield reduction, respectively. In 30 cm planting distances,
these periods were between 32 and 95 DAP (2-10 leaf stages) and 50 to 77 DAP (4-8 leaf stages) using 10 and 5%
acceptable yield reduction, respectively.

Key words: Planting distances, Critical period, Weed control, Canola, Logistic, Gompertz



